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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
REVIEW OF DEPARTMENT’S 
SEARCH WARRANT APPLICATIONS AND SUPPORTING AFFIDAVITS AUDIT 
FISCAL YEAR 2011/12 


PURPOSE 


The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has completed a review of the Los Angeles Police 
Department’s (LAPD or Department) Search Warrant Applications and Supporting Affidavits 
Audit (Audit) conducted by Internal Audits and Inspections Division ([AID) and approved by the 
Board of Police Commissioners on January 24, 2012. The OIG’s review assessed the Audit for 
completeness, quality, and findings. 


BACKGROUND 


The purpose of this Audit, as stated in the report, was to evaluate warrants for legality and 
adherence with Department policies and procedures as they relate to the preparation, service, and 
oversight of warrants. The Audit identified a total population of 97 warrants issued in June 2011, 
from which a randomly selected sample of 43 was selected for testing. The Audit tested and 
reported compliance rates for 16 objectives, as reflected in the following table. 







































































Packages Meeting Percentage 
Objective Description Standard/Packages Meeting 
Evaluated’ Standard 
1 Completeness 38/43 88% 
Authenticity 
(a) Canned Language 43/43 100% 
(b) Inconsistent Information 42/43 98% 
(c) Articulation of Legal Basis 40/40 100% 
(d) Authenticity of Other Indicia 39/43 91% 
3 Legality 
(a) | Legality of Underlying Action. 43/43 100% 
(b) | Warrant Served/Returned within the Required Time 41/43 95% 
4 Conformance with Department Procedures 
(a) Use of Confidential Informant (CI) 8/8 100% 
5 Supervisory Oversight 
(a) Pre-Incident Review 31/43 712% 
(b) Applicable Incident 40/41 98% 
(c) Post-Incident Review 34/41 83% 
6 Warrant Tracking Log 
(a) | Accuracy and Completeness of the Warrant Tracking Log 79/79 100% 
(b) | Warrant Tracking Log Approved within the Required Time 14/30 47% 
7 Commanding Officer’s (CO’s) Analysis 
a Evaluation of Each At-Scene Supervisor 38/41 93% 
b Completeness of Employee Comment Sheets 39/39 100% 
c Employee Comment Sheets Completed in Required Time 29/31 94% 























! Each of the 43 warrant packages was reviewed to determine if it was applicable to the objective. If the package was 
not applicable to the objective, the package was excluded from the total number of packages being measured for that 
objective. Consequently, the rates for some objectives were calculated based on a subset of the sample of 43 (e.g., 8 
for Objective 4[a]). 
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REVIEW OBJECTIVES 


The OIG reviewed the Audit for completeness, quality, and findings, as follows: 


Completeness 
e Determine if the Audit tested and reported a compliance rate for each audit objective. 


e Determine if the Audit identified a complete populations from which to select its samples. 


Quality 

e Determine if there was evidence of supervisory review. 

e Determine if the Audit used an appropriate sampling methodology and appropriate testing 
questions to address all the high-risk Department policies and procedures for warrants. 

e Determine if the Audit completely and accurately reported the purpose, methodology, 
objectives, results, and detailed findings. 


Findings 
e Determine if the Audit reported all significant findings, and if all reported findings were 
valid. 


REVIEW METHODOLOGY 


The OIG assessed the completeness, quality, and findings of I[AID’s Audit by reviewing the final 
Audit Report, Audit Work Plan, and working papers. The OIG selected a random sample of 19 
of the 43 warrant packages that were audited, re-performing the same tests as in the Audit. This 
sample size of 19 was calculated based on a 95% confidence level, an expected error rate of 6%, 
and a plus-precision of 7%. 


The OIG conducted this review in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. These standards require that the review is adequately planned, performed, and 
supervised, and that sufficient, appropriate evidence is examined to provide a reasonable basis 
for the results and conclusions 


REVIEW RESULTS 


Completeness 


The OIG determined that the Audit tested and accurately reported a compliance rate for each 
objective. The OIG also determined that the Audit identified complete populations, except for 
Objective 4(a) — Use of Confidential Informant (CI). For this objective, the OIG’s noted that one 
of the warrant packages which referenced the use of a CI was not tested in the Audit to determine 
if the CI was approved, registered, and handled in accordance with Department policy. 
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Quality 


The OIG determined that there was evidence of supervisory review. The OIG also determined 
that the Audit used an appropriate sampling methodology and appropriate testing questions to 
address all of the high-risk Department policies and procedures for warrants. Additionally, the 
OIG determined that the Audit completely and accurately reported the purpose, methodology, 
objectives, results, and detailed findings. 


Findings 


The OIG determined that the Audit reported all significant findings. However, the OIG differed 
with the Audit on the validity of two reported findings. Both contested findings required an 
analysis of the available documents and a subjective interpretation of their value. The Audit took 
a conservative interpretation in its review of the documents whereas the OIG took a more 
moderate approach. As a result, the OIG concluded that the Audit was overly critical of the 
Department in regard to the findings in question. Irrespective of the findings’ validity, the 
Audit’s compliance rates for these objectives were not significantly influenced. The details of 
the two findings are as follows: 


Objective 5(c) — Post-Incident Review 


One test conducted for Objective 5(c) was to determine if the warrant service debriefing occurred 
within one day of the warrant service. The Audit reported that package NEWT-1/62215 was 
non-compliant for this test, stating in the Audit addenda, “The warrant debriefing date on the 
Warrant Service/Tactical Plan Report was inaccurate. Debriefings were required to be 
conducted no later than one day after warrant service.” 


The OIG agrees with the Audit that the November 19, 2010, debriefing date written on the 
Warrant Service/Tactical Plan Report was incorrect as the November date predates the warrant 
service by some seven months. However, in an effort to determine the actual debriefing date, the 
OIG reviewed the accompanying documents that comprise the search warrant package. Upon 
review, the OIG noted an Employee Comment Sheet signed by the commanding officer (CO) 
and dated June 16, 2011, the date of the warrant service. In part, the Employee Comment Sheet 
read, “Once the warrant was completed, you [detective] then participated in a debriefing at 
Newton Station.” Although the language of the Employee Comment Sheet did not articulate the 
date of the debriefing, it supports that a debriefing was conducted following the service of the 
warrant. As the Employee Comment Sheet was dated the day of the warrant service, the OIG 
considers this document sufficient evidence to conclude that the debriefing occurred on June 16, 
2011. 


Objective 7(a) — Evaluation of Each At-Scene Supervisor 
One test conducted for Objective 7(a) was to determine if the CO prepared an Employee 


Comment Sheet for each on-scene supervisor who provided oversight during the service of the 
warrant. The Audit reported that package RAMP-1/62265 was non-compliant for this test, 
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stating in the Audit addenda, “An Employee Comment Sheet for the supervisor providing 
oversight during the service of the warrant was not prepared.” 


During its review of the search warrant package, the OIG located Employee Comment Sheets 
prepared by the CO for both the on-scene lieutenant and detective 3 who provided supervisory 
oversight during the service of the warrant. The OIG noted that the Employee Comment Sheet 
prepared for the detective 3 was initialed by the employee whereas the Employee Comment 
Sheet prepared for the lieutenant did not bare his initials. 


According to IAID, the lieutenant’s Employee Comment Sheet was not in the warrant file during 
the auditor’s field visit, but, after several requests, was faxed to the auditor. As the Employee 
Comment Sheet arrived after the completion of the Audit testing process, it was treated as non- 
existent. 


The OIG believes that a better approach to the treatment of the late arriving Employee Comment 
Sheet would have been to adjust the Audit report to acknowledge the document. Unfortunately, 
the Employee Comment Sheet was not initialed by the lieutenant for whom it was prepared 
which generally serves as evidence that the employee received and reviewed the document on 
the specified date. It is therefore unclear whether the document was misfiled and located weeks 
after the initial document request or created sometime thereafter. Without clarifying 
information, the OIG is unable to reach the same conclusion regarding the Employee Comment 
Sheet and therefore can only opine that the documents were eventually made available for 
inspection and appear to satisfy the requirement. 


MANAGEMENT?’S RESPONSE 

The Commanding Officer of IAID expressed general agreement with the review. 
CONCLUSION 

The Audit met the OIG’s standard for completeness, quality and findings. This conclusion was 


supported primarily by the OIG’s review of the audit work plan and audit report, and by its re- 
performance of the test work for a sub-sample of 19 of the Audit’s 43 warrant packages. 


